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READER. 


- Courteous Reader, 


| 0 December left, 1 
received from Sir Pe- 
ter Leyceſter a Book, 
1. or Books, thus called, 
viz. Two Books: The ferſt being ſti- 
led, A Reply to Sir Thomas Main- 
waring Book, Entituled, An An- 
ſwer 'to Sir Peter LeyceRter's Ad- 
denda ; The other ſtiled, Sir Tho- 
ig Mainyaring's Law. caſes Mifta- 
len: And although the one of theſe 
was dated the 14 day of April 
1674. And the other the firſt day 
of May following : ; yet, they came 
not out in Print till Michaelmas 
Term inthe ſame year. When I had 


e the ſaid Books, I found the 
. A 3 latier, 


— — 


— 
TO THE READER, 
latter, to betbe ſame in effed with the 
former, and ſcarce mit with any thing 
in either, which he had not had in 
ſome of his Books before, and had been 
formerly anſwered , ſo that it was 
much more 5 ang to find out any 
new Matter, than to give an Anſwer 
to the ſame. | | 
I believe the Reader ( when he 
remembers how Sir Peter, in his An- 
| ſwer to my Defence of Amicia, did 
declare, That he had taken leave 
for ever of this Trivial Controver- 
fie) will very much wonder to find 
bim in Print, twice ſince then, upon 
the ſame Subject; But for that, he 
ſuppoſeth be bath a good Excuſe ; 
For he tells us in bis Epiſtle to the 
Reader , before the firſt -of his 1. 
Books, That although hig reſolution 
then was ( viz.. when he writ ha 
Anſwer to my Defence of Amicia, 
1673.) to have writ no more about 


i 


Ta IRE READER: 
it, ( eſpecially if I had let him 
alone; ) yet now, contrary to his 
former intention, he is neceflitared 
theteunto in his o, defencg, far 
the removal of thoſe umaſt obl 
quies which are ſince caſt upon him; 
Whereas: bis Servant Mr, Thomas 
Jackſon, in a Letter, 7 « be 
Yays, bythe Command of bis Maſter) 
did ſigniſie to me, that. bis Mae 
wonld write again, aud #his, befare 
F had printed one word. of u Rex 
ply: ſa that if we fixd: him th 
finwibling at the faſt, it is wellaiſ we 
do not take him ofi tripping, befars 
be comes ta his jourates end. And fax 
bis writing again ibis ſecoud. time, 
be bath an excellent Reaſon ;, For he 
ſays, pag. 16, I have publiſhed am 
other Book ſince, and have ( there- 
in) taxed him already for not be- 
ing juſt to his word; ſo that he can- 
not now incur a greater Cenſute 


A4 from 


TOTHE READER, 
from me herein, though he alter his| - 
former reſolution and intention, and 
write in his own defence, ſo long a 
de ſhall henceforth judge it neceſſa./ 
ry: ſo that he is reſolved to give me 
Juft cauſe o cenſure him, if he had 
not done ſo before. He alſo endeavors 
to apply to me that ſaying of the an. 
gry Man in the Comedy, which be 
amt ions in his ſaid Epiſtle ; but yet 
be it conſcious I will ſay as much of 

bim, and his Reply, and thereupdy 
Jubmits it to the Reader ; in which 1 
pull willingly\cloſe with him, and 
eſpecially if it be a Reader who ii 
well acquainted with bis temper and 
mine: But it is high time to leave 
the Epiſtle, and to proceed to give al 
Anſwer to hig ſaid Books. 


* 
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ANSWER 
12 nnn 
Sir Peter L exceſter's 


TWO BOOKS, 


N Doubt not but the ile 
Reader hath long ſinoe obſer 
ved —— ſtrange ind 22 
guments dix Peter Leyceſrer 

inſiſt upon, both in theſe laſt, and in all 
other his former Books; For with all 
the confidence imaginable he ſeveral 
times affirms, that Mr. Glanvil ſa — 
Lands might be given with any 
in Liberum Maritagium : whereas = 
ly ſays,” That they may be given cum 
qualibet renliere in Marten, as you 
may ſee in the 39, 40, and 41 pages of 
my Reply, where Mr, Glewil s wards 
are expreſly ſet down, 

He alſo ſays, That he hath proved 
Bere to be a Baſtard, out of an 3 

On- 


. (2) 
Contemporary, by which Ordericus Vita- 
lis is meant, and yet the ſaid Ordericas 
hath ſaid no ſuch thing. | - 

He alſp affirms / That the Common 
Law is now alter d other ways than by 
Act of Parliament, without quoting any 
Author for what heſays, although the 
Common Law hath always been the 
ſame, and as my Lord Coke upon Little- 
ton, fol. 115. b. Jays, Hath no Contxqu- 
ler in any part of it, but the High Court 
of Parliament; and if it be not abro- 
28388 by Parliament, it remains 

in. And whereas my Lord Coke doth 
alſo in the ſame Book, fol 21. b. tell us, 
That thefe words, i liberum maritãgium, 
are ſuch words of Art, and ſo neceſſari- 
ly required, as they eannot be expreſſed 
by words equipollent, or amounting to 
as much; He, for all this, brags of feve+ 
ra! Precedents where Lands were one 
in free Marriage with Baſtards, and. yet 
proves nat that thoſe neceſſary words is 
Liberam Maritaginm , were uſed: in the 

nting of any of thofe La 


nds ,/ of ' | 
that any of thoſe perfons with whom 


the aid Lands were given were Ba» 
ſtards 4 2 ; 271 
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70 conclude | he tells you „ That 
lin Prince of North-Wales,was di- 


. from his Wife Joane the Daugh- 


eer,of King. 7 Johs z an for this he can 


mhither ſhew Author ot Record, 
but only an 
himſelf ; and 82 you muſt believe him 


a all thefe pa — or elſe Cas you 
may ſee i fake firſt pa e of his Rep to 


of ſuch a thing 


my Anſwer to ba 4 = be v 
27 55 do withſtand the plaineſt * 


of an produced. | 
CI bag hath a ＋ way of cofwrring; 3 
Far if he be preſſed overmuch with 


any 
point of Law, he will tell you, o 

own authority, that the Law in fu 
ticulars hath been clearly alter'd.though 
he cannot tell how, or at what time it 
was ſo changed. If it be a Record that 
puts him too hard. to it, then he con- 
ceives the Rol from whence the Deed is 
written, is miſtaken in ſuch. and ſuch 
ary. and 572 therein from the Ori- 

275 chart it ſelf. And if out of an 
5 100 him of any thing which 
he cannot anſwer, then he will not ſuf- 
fer the words to be read as they ought 
to be printed; hut he will | fancy lach 
expreſſions as will beſt ſuit with his 

turn: 


turn: and will alſo ＋ the ſaid 


Hiſtory, We in thoſe matters he 
had formerly ſaid he did chieffy follow 
the ſame. an; 
le doth alſo, to amuſe thoſe Read 
that are of weak underſtanding, 
them of Circumquaque i, of bits of Lan, 
pieces of Law, brought in by t e head 
and ſhoulders, fragments of Law, parcel: 
of Law; and in his two laſt Books, tells 
me of my impertinencies, of my being 
*mpertinent, and of myſpeaking imper. 
tinently * one who ſayes he hath 
counted, do not miſtake himſelf) n 
lefs than Thirty times ; with ſever 
other expreſſions, too ridiculous to re- 
peat here. | 
+ He alfo, to keep up his credit with 
the mote ſimple ſort of People, doth 
offer to Join 12 with me upon very ma. 
ny Points; and gives me ſome ſtrang 
directions to follow ; which done, 
will then leave it to the World to judge 
otherwiſe there will never be an end, 
Whereas I will refer it to all jadicious 
perſons, whether his Arguments in theſe 
two Books, be not the ſame which he 
uſed formerly? and whether they be not 
ſufficiently anſwered by me in my other 
W 2pgh ". _ Books? 
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Books? which if ſo, the Controverſiei is, 


already at an end. 

Now for the mianifeſtation of what l 
Ar alledged, I ſhall defire the ju- 
Reader, when Sir Peter Leyc 
of what Mr. Glanvil hath ſai 
take t orice what is written in the 4 

my Defence of Amicia . and ſo 
See pages as alſo what is writ- 


ten in the 39, 40, and 41 pages of my 


"When beſups Grp Bat then 
ae the Reader 0 p feral 2 


and 45, 
cia, a 8 47> TN of 


1e he ſays that the Gift to Geva 
vas a Gift in fran marriage, or that the 


Town of Drezton id paſs to the 
Heirs of 4. Lak of pals Deed 


which Randle Earl of Cheſter made to 
her 3 ſee my Defence of Amicia,pag, Pag-48, 
2 


— 705 and the SH $687, 58, 
i the Wife of 


ken be fa 
e ame Joaxe which ming 
Jon bad had Z the 3 
ps, pages of my Anſwer to his. "7 


When 


(6). : 
When heſa The Cat Elpfapere way gi N en] 
Libero 


* 
4 
* 


with 'the land Font bs 
go; ee the 6 and 7 pages of f tj 


who was Wife to Robert At 4. 
7 155 the T6; 8 19,20, = 


ages of the fai 
* 


on, s, the ſaid ie ad For 


4 


e e eee 
rea \ 20 pages 
——— — 4 
ys) 
ou will fad that the of 
e, whit ſt ſhe was Wifeof 


ſides other proofs againſt what he 
was comtitred on fac —.— 1 


| —— he ſays. 
Lhewellin was =. 


7 8 — TSX pag 2 1 * EE — 4 


wh 
. 


— - 
. 11 
” 
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2 
| Loandhew under che hands of perſom 
ee ——— 2 in cert matters, 
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( 
legitimate Daughter by his 
e, 46 ſo ridiculons, 2 
beaſham d to owhit; Yet. 


gabe 
8 i 
6 EEE of Ba. 


44 7880. here very well malte un cad, 
bt henauſe fo may be decei- 
Eee Fr Flouriſt 


me thi 
— be 
* een e 


* boy in his 
lowed page 
okay Reply v0 hit Ac, Jai 


* — ons, 


(9) "oP 
of mine (there n 1 Co 
were — ; whereas l ad win, 
ö 
che mie them was ſo far from — 
e wa nat underſtood 64 La 
be only pretencled not to u 
it 2 eee ee, could not 
jo irʒ "ſo that it ſeems, in bis « Lil 
nion, to doubt 5 he can an , 
an Argument, is the aine thing asvo 
tis unanſwerable, '.. 5 1 
in bi fourth and fifth pages, bewen ſay 
ders i Lean engliſh the words in Libemn wo 
84. %%, chat I will not allow ſuch 
to be 4 Gift . Frank, due 
4nd yet he doth acknowledge, tl 
Gift in Conmbio ſoluto ab omni 
is not i Gift in Free Marriage: whe 
conſtruitig might be the Rule iu ch ſo | 
Caſe, that might be inade a Gift in In peat 
Merritige as well as — th 1 
word Combine , 28 on may 
—— DiFionary, 
Lawfwl Wedlock, or Marriages and 
fore is a — — — word Cop 
jngium, Whic ies Vn 
* 2 ConjuntZion : A i one 
vary Caſe, 
fo Conjugio > or T GOitt i» 


a (9) 

Connubio,would be a Gift in Fronk Mar- 
ge at this day, as well as formerly,and 
ky other equipollent words would alſo 
#*| amount unto ſuch Gifts; whereas the 
Lax, for the reaſon given by my Lord 

Coke, will, in this allow of no ſuch 
a] Gift,unleſs there beuſed both the word 
i Liberum, and the word Mariteginae. 

He elſo in the ſaid fourth page, doth 
ay] again miſrecite that Argument of mine, 

— he doth there mention; for he 
| ſays, that my Lord Coke ſaith, that theſe 
| words in Liberum Adaritagium, are ſuch 
words of Art, and ſo neceſſarily requi- 
red, as they cannot be wnderſtood by 
ords equipollent ; whereas my Lord 
Coke lays, they cannot be expreſſed by 
words equi pollent, or ahnounting to as much; 


* 
1 

* 
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” 


dum ſtbi & Heredibus ſuis libere & quiete 
0b omni-ſervitio verſus Capitalem Dominum 
el! de me & Heredibus meis , was a good 
Grant iz Free Marriage; by the very 
words of Glanvil in thoſe ancient Ages, 
and was as good as in Liberum Marita- 
| Ay as B | _ 


\ 


(16) 


cage beg 1 „ chat £400 -vY 
ht | ree Marriage, % | 
ole wor If iel ins Deed, hs 

out uſing the words in Liberwnt Mu 
gium; for Mr. Glanvil Goth there only 

tell ty what Free Marriage is, and ĩt is the] . 

fathe now” that it was then z but MAI Ki 
Glaxwvil doth not there, or any Wen! 
cite Tay , that Lands may be given i ful 
Free Torriazs by thoſe , of any oth] tin 
equipollent words, without uſing thi] 4e; 
words in Librrum Maritaginm 3 and un Ret 
Jeſs he ſays this; he ſays nothing oy no! 
Peter's purpoſe: And this may give u Ha 
Auſwer to what he hath alſo ſaid in hi 
14 and 54 pages of his firſt Book, and 
pride 27 pages of the lattet of hi 
two Books. ung 
Aud whereas he doth often tell & 


4 
4 


| 
* 


in all his Books, that Mr. Glawui/ 
that Lands may be given with ati Wo 
fan in Liberum AMaritagium; he as oftei 
tells you, that which Mr, Glaruil neve 
ſaid. 2 Mr. Glazvil ſays, that Land 
may be given cum t Winliere; 
( with any Woman whatſoever)" „ 
Maritagium; but when he ſpeaks d bei 
Gifts in Free Marriage, he ſays, they m He! 
be given cu un Malirres (with ſot 
| : Woman) 


FFII 1728 
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| (Airy) 
d Won) e Law, in this ay 
i la, is ſtill th 1 * 
now * — 2 
Women whazſoever ; but s can 
92 given in Free eo yan eb 
Women, vin. ſuch as are of the 
18 him who gives the Lands. 
el He alſo very much miſtakes( and wil- 
q i e the Deed made in the 
het time of Bing Jabn, wh aud wal 
| de:Rnency Earl of Wi „grant ed to 
u Robert his Son and Heit , certain Man- 
note ad dandum in Li Det arium 
Hawifte Sorori Comitis Ceſtriæ, Vxors 
eee Ar 
1] give you at large, as I find it in the 13 
e of his d Antiquities, 


< Aherus de Quen 

A omnibus + why; 0 Amici 
prefer 44 

er tC 255 


| confomiſe Nabe 14 e Quency Fi- 
— Heredi — dandum in liberum 


* 
| 


Comes Winton 2 


0 Donarinas Haw! Comitis Ceſ- 
trie, Vxori. ej "Ro 1,-Bucche: 
bei e & bradeham , 8 


1 | Herdewich, cum omnibus earnndem ter- 
rum pertinentie , Tk centum Librati 
| 2 


20) terre . 


"TE 


(a) | 

rr: Et fr be prædidæ terris non val 
per Anmm cetund Libras, Ego in aliis M4 
mei de propria'Hereditate med in A 
gin „ei tun perficiexs;' qidd pleneh 

heat centum Libratas terre per viſum d 
ronſiderationem legalinm "Militum hom 
mint videlitet, Comiti Ceſtriz , & m 
ram, Et præterea Dedi eidem Robe 
Feodd duorim  Milituns, ſeilicet , Fol li 
dum Matthe Turpin in Winterſlawa 
Wilteſhire, pro ſervitio Feodi uniwe Mi 
ti, ad dandum ſimul cum terris ng 
prediBe Hawiſtæ Oxori ſus in libe 
Donarinm.' Teſtibus bis, Comte David 
Willielmo Coprite de Ferrars, Philipp 
de Orreby, Roberto de Bafingham, Rb 
cardo de Lindeſcia, Willielmo de Grum 
pington, Henrico de Braibroc, Willie 
mo de Syelford, David Giffard, Will“ 
elmo Picot, Hugone & Thoma & He 
rieb Diſpenſariis, Waltero de Cove 
trey, Waltero Daivilla, “ u ali 
1 ö «i 


And now as you may ſee in the 
page of his ſecond Book, he ſays, That 
in his Hiſtorical Antiquities , the won 
Donarium was there miſprinred fort 
word Dotarium ; whereas the word I 
larium 18 not in the ſaid Copy _ 
! 


(.13) 
« Cites , 25 2 knowing Friend of mine 
4] doth inform me, who, at my requeſt, did 
I very lately and carefully examine the 
(ame in one of the Couclir Books in the 
Ditcby office in Grapes Inn. ; but the 
word is Donar ium, which p abably the 
wh Tranſcriber did miſtake for Douarium, 
n the.» and being anciently written a- 
| like, and the » conſonant not then uſed. 
But if the word had been Dotarium, it 
would not fgnifie Marriage, as he doth 
fancy, although Dos in — Book be 
called Maritagines 3 for Nas is twofold, 
that Dos which is Datarium, is the 
pt wWithaDogarinm , which we in En 
glich call Dower , and is not that Dos 
which ſometimes.i is call 442 
ie For this ſee Glanvil, lib, 6, cap. 1. whoſe 
words are theſe, Dos duobus anodis dici 
tar, dos enim dicitur vulgariter, id quod 
| — homo dat ſponſz ſuæ ad 
#| oftium Eccleſiz tempore deſponſationis 
ſuæ, &c. And lib. 7. cap. 1. 1s alia 
9 enim acceptione , accipiter dos ſecundum 
x! leges Romanas(which three laſt words, 
with ſome a he leaves, out in the 
eighth pa the firſt of his — laſt 
Books) ques proprie appellatun 
— id — enen mnliere datur viro, quod 
| B 3 vnlgari- 


> aw 


(14) 
dpariter dicitur Now tii 
olaf ium, is that Nos which is Do 
not that Dor which is called 
n, you may fee he $i Bare Spel 
ary Printed at Loudon 1664. P- 17 


whoſe wor dz ire theſe: * 


De es — 1 er. 
E een — 2 


a; 8 Doderiem, Poterinios;D# 
uri rar, Dotiſm J Omatureſte inte 
pretatur verttaculum noſtrum Douet, 
non Latinum dos. Eft enim hen de, on 
mud quod maritus ax 
hize verd od uod in iu deen 
— * — Aud Sir Petey v 
+. — 5 t what is given in 


ove only given as 
. byntvre, and 10 as ace L 
e — bv you may ſee in the x 
page of * iſtorical Antiquitiee, 2 
Fe this writes”: 
Awiſe, ſou 
H Hugh wk gk of Robeft 
eney Sow and Heir of Saher de 


cy Berl of Wiacheſter. ge be 
Earldom 2 Linvotn, to wit,the Caſtle on 


Honour 


Li 
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* jos pike Decade Cauchir Boo 4 


dwick & p- 


Dutchy Othce, Tow, 3. Honor 
Soca de Belinglrake, num 36. pag. _— 


After which , he W doth 
verbatine recite 1 14 dz let 
ne Reader therefore judge of the in- 


of Sir Feter; h 
— the ki Lads 


wero given in Free Marriage to the La- 
dy Bawijez and yet in his Hiſtorical Aur 


iguities, doth a that the 
— eſtated for — 425 as by bs 


walk before mentigned doth clearly 


A —— thereas he ſays, pag. 9. tho it 
1 was xg 9 
cale doth (ay, vis, 2 


e in Libezum Maritagi 
other words, equipollent; ZE 4 Deed 


in Engliſh. grarting Lands in Free Marri- 
ago c Nead in Fr. terres en Frank 
e would le F fer "yr 


C76-) 
ther of the 1 in ſtri —— | 
pe reign — 7 Ons 
certarmty 4 Gra: 
Latine : His a therein is very 
weak 3. for the Engliſh words js Fre 
Merriage,and theFrench wordse Fre 
— are the ſame words in Law, 
ith the Latin words in Tiberam Mari 
tagium, though in different Languages 
but the words in Libero Conjugio, aneh 
capable of the ſame conſtruction in 
gliſn with the words in Libero Marits 
gio, are but equipollent to them, and i 
the words, in Wedlock free from all Ser 
vices, are but equipollent to the Engliſh 
. in Free Do ke ; _ the Frend 
words, en Nopſage ud Services, an 
but a n to Ge French words 
Ex Frank Marriage. 
Alſo by this Rdle, a gift of Lands; 
a Latin Deed in Libero Maritagio, would 
be void, becauſe they are not in ſtrid 
terms the words in Liberem Marit 
-! fo that this Reader may ſee 
ſtrange kind of Arguments 8 Sir Peter doth 


ule. 
ln the 17 de tells me, chat in the 
ſoutth and Hab reges of my Ar fer to 


Nis 4ddenda, I. fene, 0 "I 


„ere og ©*swweqC gene. 


(17) 
1 Bertred, bt | 
| — to the ſecond 'W * 
kl rars'by Agnes hie Wife — he is 
pitifully miſtaken, for I did go about no 
ſuch thing, but did in — 
575 ſhew, that Joaxe, — wife 
„ could not be the. ſame 
—— which King John the faid 
Agatha, and thas was all EO I did 
there prove. | 
"Inthe 18 aud 19 ne be Cayek; what 
though the Writ (' meaning King John's 
Precept to the Sheriff of Shropſbrre;.to 
make Livery of —— to Lbewellin 
after his Marriage with Joame the! 
ter of King John 75 00 in the year 
of our the 220 day of Marc b was 
in the year 1204. yet it would fall out to 
be in the year 1 205, if with ancient: Hi- 
ſtorians we begin the year on the firſt 
dy ob. January; but it would be apret- 
ey nel, if from either of theſe-reck- 
onings,he could make out what he ſaid 
in the ſeeond page of his Addenda, viz. 
that the of the ſaid Lbæmeilin 
nnen 


„he thinks he 


he tells me, 
that 


L's 


E 122 A 


dt 25.08 21 
gives te ao quarter 
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(619) 

that F m diſtinguiſh between 5 
n liberum maritegiure, a ſu. ma. 
_ eee dame gt 


Ce raved Ergo 


rum maritagium 3 3 
eourident, Fer — pr hay eſt 
Glanvily difindies & good, 


both oppor 
—— & cilder fres marriage, 
e free ararriage. This ia Sir beter 
ng — 'bes 
liven : But for a @,-1 
douht — but ne Rn — ; 
natioe Bow in my Fep(y,p-39: 
abſerve that Meariteginw was — Id, 
and that it was Suing Mar 
ridegipe liborum, and. Merit egiuw rwiti⸗ 
alvexrais : ſo that when T did intend t9 
take notice heit. was dilti 
Peter cannot but acknowledg 


* 


rsa eggs as ns es 


a TI? IT - 


(9) 
; a 106 Lands ina 
only, it is 
— — pee if they were gi 
ven in maritagiuos ſbyvitio ——— 
it is only his want of undetſtanding tha 


cauſeth him to blame me for what 15 
fa 


for that on will not thwart 


what ] before; this will a 
; becauſe that wari: jo 
— is the elder Brother to merj- 


* 
— fol. 21. b. 


Rite of the Lam; and t 
_—_— er 8on be — at, and 


— —— bb 
—— andeto aryhur — 
of the Blood, as alſo why the words #» 
libornmn maritaginm,are ſuch words of 
Art, and ſo neceflarily „as that 
they cannot be e words 
Wr Gam amounting toas much: 
the Common Lawyers (as you 
* may 


(s 
ſee Coke upon Littltor, fol. 199. 4. 
— Rule; that 4dditis probat mtinoths 
genes og enter 
Cale t tells you the 
Son giveth che difference. 
ant to this Rule, whena Gift is made is 
waritagia, which is intended to be lis 
ble to ſervices, ( that heing the elder 
Ie uſe the word uaritagis in 


Dezd, and no more ; but when % 


_ — 2 —— „dich is the 


E my 
= . — you ah wor word libernn 
hich, is the difference) isabſolutely 


neceſlary,; And herewith agrees the 
common practice; for I never ſaw in all 
my life, where Lands were given in 
ritagio,Jiable to ſervioes, that the w 
in waritagio, ſervitio obnoxie, were uſad 
in a ſaid beat bur: only in 
$ immaritegio 3 ydidia- 
tend that any other 1 ſhould, be 
done, over and above thoſe ſeryige 
which the Lawdid create by the wards 
in maritagiq; then they did afterwards iu 
N l — thaſe other — 
vices, but elſe not. 

5 the word Fe dum, or res ls _ 
fl „v. Fedum ſimplex, t 


pal puns 


„ rr CT HH TT I TD YT" EE ES.TS3S.,T 2 23 » ER * x © > 


— 


rnit SR 142 


— 


n 


621) 
tale, and yet in this Caſe, like unto the 
eee elder Brother 
do Fee- tayle, (all Inheritanoes being ia 
Fee-fimple before the Statute of Ve 
minſter 2. cap. 1. a8 Littleton tells you, 
lil 1. cap. 2. ſed, 13.) if it be ſaid ia 
any Book, that a. Man is ſeized in Fer, 
| more ſaying, it ſhall he inte 

edin Fee-ſ{mple; for it ſhall uot be imtend- 
ed by this word (in Fee) that's man is 
ſeized in Fee - tayle, unleſs there be added 
to it this addition Fes· tayle, as you may 
ſoe in Littleton, lib. 3. cap. J. ſeck. 293. 
And according to this Rule, our Com- 
— do all of ny 
uſe the like expreſſions at this day; ſo 
that there ino more reaſon: for him to 
tell me, that I do not di iſh aright 
in this Caſe of Maritagium, than there is 
to tell them, that db not diſtiaguiſh 
aright as to the Fedum, the word 
Fedum being as much the G to Fee- 
ſinple and Fee tayle, as the word Merite- 
gun is the Genus — Marriage liable to 
ſervices, and to Frank Marriage. 
But would any one thinks if I had 
commirted fo great an Error herein, (as 
he would perſuade the World-Þ had 
done) that Sir Peser himſeif, within a 


very 


vety few li r 

fence, whi be 
withall 3 l get you (hall be fas it 
Or doch in his — — 


therefore ſhe how Six Peter's own ad 
ment in his 20 and 27 pages, may, wade) 
vie tender, be thus retorted upon hin 


ſelß u, Here Sir Beer would diſtin» 
between |; 


_— r LEES | 
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* urige, ir not free.mittroage 5 
LED Sap 
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| t. 
ie ao rr ny ge 
Eftatefor Life, being ſaid it the Pre · 
cept, to malie Lrvery co bean iſtate an 
mige, (though not ix le mars. 
14 ) and to make Livety theteof 
would have been need lem, if it haboen 
Oift in frer marie Neither is Jaa 
bis Wire proved eb — 


— 
— 


— 
wi 
the ſame. Y | 
In his 24 page, and fo on to the 44; 
(befides ſome miſtakes of his, which, 
becauſe they are net 'rnaterial t 'cthe 
— ——— 
£4 gent of time in provings 
that Hellen the Wiſe of Jaba gc, was 
pa 


Irie 
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of K. 4 5 We * 
and 29 ET in very few words: 


— but yet. for | 
w{Precedent. will do bim ag 
good, as well becauſe the ſaid. Joane, 
to be a Baſtard, as alſo, be 
— Budeford. and Sattehale. were ne 
given to — Lhewellin in 2 
E anon appear 5 Sir Peta 
doth indeed tell us, that thoſe Manno 
in libero maritagio to the a 
8 — 
ing to 80 doth prom 
no ſuch thing, but doth only prove 
the ſaid Lbemellin did miſtake. hi 
and think that they were given him a 
free marriage, hen they were not 
wen; Itherefore believing Sit Peg, 
that thoſe Mannors were given in fre 
carriage to Lhewellin, when they 
not; and perceiying Lbewellin to 
that King Job — Seven them to him 
but not telling with whom, aud know: 
ing (as ap in the 13, 14, 15 
15 pages of my Anſwer to his 4 
if — were given to him in frank f 
riag 
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ze with his Wife Joave the Daughter 


of the ſaid King, that the ſaid Lhewellin 
had not power to diſpoſe of them from 


Ae his Son Devid, (who was his right Heir) 


could not find out any other way to re- 


concile every thing in this particular, 


nd! but by ſuppoſing that Lhewellire had a 


former Wife who was a Kinſwomaa to 


King Job, with whom thoſe Lands were 


—— 


— 


Sa 


SST 


given, and by whom he had his Daugh- 


el ter Heller: And whatI faid was by way 


of conſequence, for relied only upon 
my fourth Argument, as appears in the 
ſaid 13 page, and brought the other 
three but as concurrent; And what [ 
there believed might very well have 
been true, for Sir Peter proves that 
Lhewellix had a former Wife; and if his 
words had been true in ſaying that thoſe 
Mannors were given to the ſaid Lhewel- 
liz with the ſaid Jaane in libero marita- 
gio, my words muſt neceſſarily have 
been true alſo; for I was only miſtaken 
in Hellens Mother, by building upon that 
unſound foundation which Sir Peter did 
there lay. Wo, . 
But mark what work Sir Peter doth 
make of it, now he hath proved Helles 
to be Lhewellin's Daughter by his (aid 
C Wife 


(26) 
Wife Joane; for he in his 37 page grini⸗ 
all my Quotations, (I would had cauſe 
to ſay the like-by him) and alſo grant 
what by thoſe Lawyers is ſaid in the 14 
2nd 15 pages of my Anſwer to his Adden. 
da, which is a certain fign he doth not 
underſtand what they do ſay; for b 
what is there ſaid, it a , that if x 
Man have Land given him i= free wars 
riage with a Wife, he hath only c 
am cum uxore, and hath not ſo much a 
an Eſtatefor his own life, until he be Te. 
nant by the courteſie of Exgland, and 
conſequence he cannot diſpoſe of 
thoſe Lands to any perſon whatſoever 
from the next Heir; And this ignorance 
of his runs him upon his miſtake in the 
36 and 37 pages of his latter Book, 
wherein he ſays, that a man would have 
but cuſtodiam cum uxore, although the 
Wife were not of the blood of the Donor: 
whereas you may ſee in the 14 and 15 
pages of my Anſwer to his Addenda,that 
though when Lands be given with 4 
Woman toa Man in franl marriage, it is 
liberum tenementum uxoris, & non vir, 
cum nou babeat wifs cuſtodian cum nxore, 
yet it is (ſecs) otherways, when the 
Land is given in marriage, pro homagis 


go 


8 F 
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O-ſervitio viri, and one reaſon of this 
difference betwixt Land given in mar- 
rige, for which no ſervice isto be done, 


and Land given in marriage, for which 


en} Homage is to be done, is becauſe in the 


one Caſe, the Land may revert to the 


* Donor, but in the other Caſe, the Land 


can never revert, as you may find in 
Glangil, lib. 7. cap. 18, who, after he 
hath told you what free marriage is, 
hath theſe words: Cum quis itaque ter- 
ram aliquam cum uxore (ua in marita gium 
ceperit, ſt ex eadem uxore ſus heredem ha- 
buerit filinm, vel filiam clamantem & an- 
ditum infra quatuor parietes ſi idem vir 


uxorem ſuam ſupervixerit, ſte vixerit hæ- 


re. ſiue nom, illi in vita ſua remanet ma- 


ritagium illud, poſt mortem vero ipſius ad 
donatorem vel ej us heredes eſt reverſurum. 
Sin autem ex uxore ſua nunquam habuerit 
heredem, tunc ftatim poit mortem wxoris 
ad donatorem vel heredes ej as revertetur 
mar itagium. Et hec eſt quedam canſa 
quare 4 mar itagio tali non ſolet recipi ho- 
maginm. Si enim ſic donata eſſet terra 
aliqua in maritagium vel alio modo quod 
inde recipere tur homag ium tunc nunquam 
de cetero ad donatorem vel ej u — li- 
cite peſſit reverti ut ſupradidt um e. Sir 
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Peter therefore muſt either confeſs th 
Lbewellin had no power to diſpoſe 
thoſe Lands in ſuch manner as he di 
and then that Precedent will be of r 
more force, ( if the ſaid Joane had b 
a Baſtard) than a Precedent would 
ofa Man who now ſhould give Lands i 
libero maritagio, to one who is not 
the blood, or elſe he muſt acknowledg 
that thoſe Lands were given to Lhewel 
lin but in maritagio, and ſo he being 
able to do homage for them, might « 
poſe of them as he did pleaſe; A 
that they m given to him but in a6 
ritagio, will appear, as well by the 
king of Livery of them * ˖ 
leſs in a Gift i» frank, marriage) as al 
by theſe following Records. 
Clanſ. 2. H. 3. A. 1. | 
Andatum eit Vic: Warr: quod pls 
nan ſeiſtnam habere faciat Leoli 
no PrincipiNorwell: de Villa de Budife 
eum pertinentiis ſuis quam Dominus o 
hannes Rex Pater Domini Henrici Regt 
dedit ei in Maritagium cum Johanna Se the 
rore Henrici Regis wxore ipſine Leuliui 
Teſt. * Comite apud Weſtm. io. och. 
Sdilicet willleno Mareſcallo Comite Penbrocb fur 
une Rectote Regis & Regai, 4 wil 


Rot. 
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ot Pip. de ann. 2 H. 3. Warr.  Leic: 


1 Illielmus de Cantilupo Philippus 
| de Kinton pro eo reddit comp, de 
exxviii, li, ii. s. bl, de firma de Ware 
wick: & de quater viginti & quinque lis 
bris xvi. 8. 111i, d. bl, de firma de Lei 

# ceſtreſhire. 
E, Leuelino Principi Norwall: 
{ lxxvis. in Budiford in maritagio cn 
ohanna #xore ſua, de dimidio anno per 

Regis, | 


But the Deed to John Scot Earl of 
Cheſter, might be either in libero marita- 
Wh gio, according to the agreement of Lhe- 
1 wellin with Randle Earl of Cheſter, or elſe 
i might be in maritagio only, as it wat 
given to the ſaid Lhewellim; ſo that be 
chat Deed how it will, it will work 
ond} nothing in the Caſe, 
Jin his 57, 58, and 59 he ſeems 
much diſpleaſed with hat I tell him in 
gef the 33 page of my Arſwer to his Ad- 
ink} dend, concerning his: partiality, and 
| doth in ſome reſpects ſtrain my words 
uu further then he ſhould 3 But though 1 
will not ay any thing at this time con- 
C3 cerning 


(30) 

cerning this particular, for ſome reaſom 
I have formerly told him of, yet if ke 
doth pleaſe to ſpeak of it to me at ar 
time, when any judicious perſon is pre 
ſent, I think I can make good what] 
ſaid, and that he will not be excuſed 
by that contradiction of his, when | 
ſays, page 58 and 59, that Admit 
were partial never ſo much, in what I chan 
him with, yet be hopes what he hath written, 
Lind it impartial to all, ſo far as be goes 
or doth Know. | 

In his 60 and 61 pages, he tells me 
that I go to excuſe an Error of mi 
in calling Ralph Maniwaring Chief Jultice 
of Cheſter, becauſe I found in his Hiſts 
rical Antiquities, page 160, and alſo i 
other places. there were in the time 
- Hugh Cyveliok, ſometimes two Juſtices d 
Chefter, and ſometimes but one; But] 
did not abſolutly ſay, there were two 
Juſtices living both together in the time 
of the ſaid Ralph; I only did inſinuate 
as you may ſee, in the 5 page of nm 
Reply, and the 34 page of my A»ſwert9 
his Addenda, that it was poſitble the 
might be more than one at a time; t 
cauſe when Earl Hagb was living I found] 


[TH 
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Lam ſure the reaſons which he gives to 
the contrary in the 6 page of the firſt 
wi -of his laſt two Books are very ſtrange 
ones; for he ſays that it is there to be 
underſtood of the Judges, &. ſucceſ- 
e froely or with their Deputies under them 3 
Now how can any Deed be directed to 
any Juſtice and his Succeſſor, before he 
hath a ſucceſſor? or to their Deputies 
under them, if what he ſays in the ſame 
page be true, that then #hey executed their 
places themſelves, n# power being given to 
them in thoſe ages to make or conſtitute a 


ine} Deputy (by Commiſſion) at pleaſure, 4s we 
tice] have now, and in theſe latter ages hath been 
fix} uſually done? Neither doth he mend it 
oi} afterwards, for he ſays, poſſibij upon an 
e off emergent occaſion, the Autient Earls might 
sa conſt:tute another Judge for the preſent in 
url} tbe abſence of the other to execute the place 
wol for a time, and ſo change them as oft as 
ime! war thought good: Now if this conceit 
ite} of his be true, that another Judge was 
my] conſtiruted for a time, only in the ab- 
u fence of the former, were there not then 


two Juſtices at one time ſo that here 
are three very weak Anſwers given 
thereto; But I ſhall now make it further 
appear, that there was ſometimes a chief 


C 4 Juſtice 
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ice of Cbeſter in thoſe elder Apes, 
bie 9 ore. | oY 
That the word J»ſtitia (which the 


is of the Maſculine Gender according to 


that Rule, Adaſcula nomina in a dicuntuy 
wulta virorum) was ſametimes in thoſe! 
elder Ages uſed for the Judge or Juſtice. 
of Cheſter, I believe he cannot deny, be- 
cauſe in his Hiſtorical Antiquities, page 
144, I find a Deed thus directed; Ras 
nulphus Comes Ceſtrie, Conſt abulerio ſus, 
& Dapifero, ſuſtitue, & Vicecomiti Bas 
ronibus & Ballivis ſuis, ſalutem. I alſo 
in the 143 page of the ſaid Book , find 
this Deed following: | 


Ran Dux Britanniz, & Comer 
Ceſtriæ & Richmondiz, Omnibe 
tam preſentihus quam futuris qui Chartam 
iſtam viderint & audierint,s alutem. $ ci» 
atis Fre ego dedi & conceſſs Audreæ Fis 
lio Mabiliæ, & Heredibas jwis, ut ſint libes 
ri & quieti de ue & mei Heredibus de 
Teloneo per totam terram meam, &. is 
2 & zn terra, & in Civitate Celtriz, 
extra, & 4 Brevibus portandis, & 4 
Priſonibus captendis & cuſtodienis , & 4 
Namie capiendis, & 4 Vigiliis faciendis 
polte vel die, & 4 ceteris bujuſmodi com' 
1 ſuetu- 
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adinibus & exacti onibur, nec de quere- 

[2 aliqud in Civitate Ceſtriæ, vel extra, re- 

prod in preſentis wei, vel 


Note, 


aw dawg mei: Et ſuper | ©: 
foriefa@iuram meam x Librarum probi- 
beo, ne aliquis eos de ſupradiGis libertati- 
bus impedigt vel inquietet, ſed eas libere & 
ete teneant, Reddendo mihi & Heredi- 
w meis annuatin vi Denarios ad f eſtum 
$an#; Michaelis. Hizs Teftibas , Bertre 
Comitiſſs Ceſtriz, Radulfo de Meinewa- 
rin, Radulfo Seneſchal/o, Hugone de 
Boidele, & Alano fratre ejas, Roaldo, 
Roberto Cam. Roberto Saraceno, Ra- 
nulfo Dubeldai, Nicolao filio Roberti, 
Thoma fratre ſuo, Willielmo Marmiun, 
Ricardo Poibel, Rogero Clerico, & mul. 
tir aliiss Apud Ceſtriam. 


And now let any perſon judge whe- 
ther thoſe words in præſentia mea, vel 
gummi — wei, do not clearly 
prove, that there was a Chief Juſtice of 
Cheſter in thoſe elder Ages; for that 
Deed was made inthe time of the ſaid 
Ralph Mainwaring; he being a witneſs to 
the lame, And as I have proved inthe 
fifth page of my Reply, that if there were 
then two Juſtices, the ſaid Ralph was the 

| Chief; 
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Chief; ſo it will alſo eaſily appear, t 


the ſaid Deed was made, when the ſaid 


Ralph was Judge; for you may find i 
Sir Peter's Hiſtorical Antiquities, pag. 143 
& 144. that Randle Earl of Cheſter did 
firſt write himſelf Duke of Britain in 
the year 1187, and did relinquiſh that 
Title in the year 1200. And you may ſe 
inthe 172 page of the ſaid Book, that 
Pbilip de Orreby (who immediately ſus 
ceeded the ſaid Ralph) was not made 
Judge till about the year 120g. | 
In the 62 and 63 pages, he thinks that 
he hath at laſt found out a fine device tu 
cure what he formerly ſaid; for where- 
as L told him (page 9.of my Reply) that 
I could nat imagine how it was poflible 
that the ſaid Geffrey de Dutton, to that, ot 
any other Deeds of his ou, could have 
his name either with the word Domin 
or without, either five times for once, ot 
at all, amongſt the Witneſſes ſubſcribed, 
unleſs he did fancy that he was a Witneſi 
to his own Deeds: He now pretends, 
that when he ſaid he had ſeex ſeveral other 
Deeds of the ſame perſon, he meant and 
underſtood, ſeveral otber Deeds touching 
the ſame perſon: for the word (of) i 
ſed many times for concerning, , of ot 
con. 
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cerning the ſame perſon, &. which An- 
ſwer of his doth not at all make the 
matter better than it was before; for,as 
Men do not uſe to be Witneſſes to their 
— Deeds, ſo they did not uſe (and 
pecially in thoſe ages when the Deeds 
— — ort) to be Witneſſes to Deeds 
which concerned themſelves 3 And 
though he may poſſibly ſhew me a Deed 
made — a Gefſrey de Dutton, to 
which a Geſfrey de Dutton was a Witneſs, 
becauſe there were ſeveral Geffreys de 


Dutton living at that time; yet he muſt 


excuſe me, if 1 do not believe that he 
can ſhew me either ſeveral Deeds, or 
any one Deed in that age which doth 
concern a Geffrey de Dutton, to which 
that Geffrey de Dutton was a Witneſs, 
who was the —— concerned, 

In his 64 page he ſays, what he ſaid in 
his Addenda, p. 11. is not contrary to 
what he did write in the bottom of the 
fifth page of his _ to the Defence of 
Amicia, Let the Reader therefore ſee 
how Sir Peter ſays in the 11 page of his 
—— that, Geffrey Dutton was no 

07 ans For otherways he wonld have cal- 
led himſelf by bis 7 A , Ego Gn 
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... © de Dutton Miles, or Ego*Day 
Note. minus Galfridus de Dutton de 
di, ec. which few Men will omit in the 


own Deeds, if they bave really the bono of | 


Knighthood. And let him alſo obſerve; 
bow at the bottom of the fifth page of 
his ſaid Anſwer, ſpeaking of the word 
Domino, he fays, that word is never #ſed 
in old Deeds by the party him 
but where it is joined with am 
other word, as, Ego Willielmus Manwas 
ring Dominus de Peover 3 and then let 
him judge whether thoſe expreſſions be 
contrary to each other, or not. <p 
In his 65 page be ſays, that I would 
fain palliate another groſs miſtake , in 
making Geffrey de Duttoy the Father, to 
live on to be a Witneſs to the Deed of 
Gefſrey de Dutton to his Daughter A, 
garet of the Mannor of Nether Tabley; 
but if the Reader pleaſe to ſee the 36 
37. 38, and 39 pages of my Anſwer to 
is Addenda, it will there appear to be 
very uncertain, whether it was any mi 
ſtake at all: And he himſelf after he 
hath ſaid all he can, doth eonfeſs in the 
67 page of the firſt of his ſaid two 
Books, that his Deeds do but probably 


demon- 


Note. 
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» ate, that Gefſrey Dutton the Fa- 
| ther was dead — ſee therefore 
what a ſtir he keeps about nothing, for 
it is not material whether this be a mi- 
ſtake or not. And whereas he pretends 
page 68, that it ĩs petitio principii to ſay, 
that the word Daina doth always 
ſhew, that the perſon to whoſe name it 
in applied, was a Knight, or Clergyman; 
yet Ihave ſhewed it is uſually ap- 
plied to ſuch perſons, which is the only 
proof that can be had in this Caſe; and 
it lies upon him to prove, if he will on- 
tradict me therein, that it was ſo appli- 
ed to ſome one, who was neither Knight 
nor Clergyman ; for of the higher No- 
bility I do not ſpeak, to which kind of 
ons the word · Domini, either as it 
ines Lord or Sir, night ſometimes be 
applied: And though he ſays that thoſe 
very worthy perſons Mr. o and Mr, 
Blum, are of opinion that the word Pa- 
mine was ſometimes alſo prefixed in 
thoſe elder ages to the names of perſons 
of better fort and quality,gchough no 
Knights, as well as to Knights and Cler- 
gymen, contrary to the opinion of ſome 
otherskilful men, (as learned perſons 
do ſometimes differ from each other 3) 


yet 
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yet he doth not inſtance in any one en 
ample to make good what he ſays, and 
will be a very hard matter ſo to do's fe 
the proving that the word Dominas hath 
been prefixed to a perſons name, and 
ſometimes afterwards omitted, will na 
be ſufficient, becauſe I can prove 
ſome who were certainly Knights, h. 
been afterwards named without having 
the word Dominus prefixed,or the word 
Miles added to their names, 

In the 39 page of my Anſwer to I Da 
Addenda , I told him of ſome words, d 
which he pretended to have written; 
which I could not find in his Book ʒ and 
for this in the 69 page of the firſt of his 
two Books, he ſays I would beſpatrer 
him with a falſity therein, although it 
the 70 page, he confeſles thoſe words 
were not in his Anſwer expreſly, 64 l 
and that it was a negligent error; and} de 
yet for all this, in the 64 and 65 pages bis 
of the firſt of his new Books, he pre- fre 
tends that the words Ego Dominas A. A] lech 
dedi, &. (gvhich were ſome of the] he 
words I could not find in his ſaid Book) Che 


Nr 


Rd 
— 
— 
— 


| 


were ſpoken of before, in the 7th p e ma 
of his Book there mentioned, ſo that he Gef 
commits the ſame Error again. Oe 


Ia 


(39) 


fa the 68 page, he again takes notice 
how I had erly ſaid , thar 
was the Daughter and Heir of Geffhe 
Dutton, whereas he ſays ſhe was his 
Daughter, but not Heir, and this he calls 

miſtake of mine; but a groſs mi- 
ut it cannot be, becauſe the (aid Mar- 
aye] geret and her Heirs did enjoy ſeveral 
in Mannors which were her Fathers, and 
ord} becauſe it is not material to the point 

in hand, whether ſhe was or was not his 
Daughter and Heir. And whereas he 
is diſpleaſed at me for ſaying, if it was 
1} any miſtake at all, he muſt thank himſelf 
A for that; for fince he did ſo untruly 
bis] quote the Book of Berlings,and ſo many 
other places, he muſt excuſe me, if I dare 
not rely too much upon his bare 
word. 

In his 67 page, he doth confeſs he calls 
one, Sir Geffrey Dutton of Chedil in 
his Book: but be calls him not Sir Get- 
frey Dutton of Chedil Knight, as 7 al- 
ledge whereas I cannot imagine what 
he ſhould be but Sir Geffrey Dutton of 
Chedil — being he was no Clergy- 
man, unleſs he would have him to be Sir 
Gefſrey Dutton Eſqʒ or Sir Geſſrey Dutton 
Gentleman, And though he pretends; 
page 


d 
fe 
"ah 


1061} 2 
. " 


pe, 
ind 
ges 
re- 
A 
the 
k) 
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page 73. that Eſquires were none in 
— ſhall 85 Reader for that 
Mr. 8elden's Titles of Honour, pag. Jah 

831, G. Though I confeſs the 
Eſquire doth not often occur as a ley 
dition, till after the Statute of Ag 
ditions made in the firſt year of Kig 
Henry V. ..o 

From the end of the 73 page, to 
end of the 84, inſtead of producing 
Example where the word Dominus 
applied tothe name of a Layman, 
was but an Eſquire or Gentlemay 
( which was the thing which he ough] 
to have done) he vainly ſpends þ 
time in acquainting you with ſous 
Notes of his, in Manuſcript, never ft 
printed, on the ſeveral Notions of 
word Dominwe , and the Engliſh we 
Sir but as he hath there omitted ſome 
things to which thoſe words were ule 
to be applied, ſo he went too far, wt 
in his 77 and 79 pages, he applied tot 
Lady Hawiſe de @uency the word Dow 
uus, and the word Sir. 

In his 86 page, and ſo on, to alm 
the end of the 89, he would fain | 
ſuade the Reader, that Hugh Cyveli 
was not One and twenty years of af 

WI - 


\ 


iY 
o 
: 
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| ('41.) 

{ when he joined with l Maude 

x to. + Dr 

r 
which Deed Euſface the Couſtable was 
ni Wuneſs, and tells you of -a Precedent 
in his Book of Autiquities., pag. 114 
N 11. where yo may find Richard 
| Eatl of chefter.j with Ermentrude. 


bf bis Mother in the Grunt of \ Wudemuns: 
of deſlai to the Abby. and Church of Abing- 


ton in Bar A ſbire, inno 6. Henrici 1; A. 


ply] no Domini 1106. N Ne 


. 


| — potive. . 
oof But he not. give you 
| in either of his tum lite Books 
| therefore, I thiok fit:-t0.Tranſcribe) is 
here, for the. (atisfaQtinn.of thoſe who, 
have not ſeen the ſame, as l badi in n 
Hiſtorical — Pag-114- bur miſ- 
ven . 5711 21 nA 
en \ 31> vl 
D Ricardus 


ca 


WANN MoM id 111147 b301G\ ad 


Rara 
LUIS wo — 
ee 
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ua 0 II. gag us b. unn 
And to make the Reader believe that ef 
Hugh Cyveliok, was not of age when he 
| — ſealed 


201 1 L 


„ cells you . 86. of his firſt Book, and 
4 = nis 

tall the Law and Caſtoms of thoſe elder As 
ö uſo ( who bad the Tuition of be 
A Deeds end Charters while: they were 
wn} very young, and before they attained the 


(43) 
ſealed the ſaid Deed of Stivinghale, he 


* 


30. atter Book, chat what 
Licbard then did, was according ta 


and that Earls and. great Lords in 
for mer Ages did of ten join with their 


Wl ze of One and Twenty years 3 whereas 


| (the place which Sir Peter cites 


| amconfident Sir Petey cannot prove, that 


who were under age, did then 


ae to join with their Mothers, and ſo 


ive away their Lands of Iuberitance ; 
Mr. Selden in his Titles of Howonr, 
pag, 785. at the bottom, and pag. 786. 

5 tells 
us, that this of the Earl of Cheſter, (vis. 
Earl Richerd ) is only 4 Note of a Monk, 
after the Entry of the Charter of Confir- 


j| mation, aud no pert of the Body of the 
| Cherter; And in regard that be ſees no 


other Teſtimony of ancient time to 
ſecond it with the like, be ſhould think that 


'-*1 the Monk,was either groſiy deceived in his 


reaſon of Nondum enim Militari Balteo 


eiactus eſt, or elſe that he meant only that 


the Earl was a Child within age, and tba 
D 2 by 


(44) 


reaſon of bis Minority, Wardſhip , and] © 
— F * bis Mother (bo joint 2 

with him in the Charter) ber Seal was ow 
ly uſed to it, as alſo to his Letters; Alſo] 4 
htrleafter,in the ſame page, Mr. Sdldd} 1 
49; was of full ge in regerl) r 

any Ward ſhip, or any other Tuitiam (u 
eſently ir further ſbemed) and the | | 
eing that ſuch great Lords were Kniy 100 th 
ien, before they were of that age, and — 


had their full age ſupplied; and that perhaji 
ſs | they alt ward, they uſed i jp] the 
their Guardians Seals leſt the authority of, 
Seal of their own, before they had diſcret 
on to uſe it, might have done th 
prej ndice, in point of * honour 
leaſt, if not in matter of profit. 71 
— enough, that the _ — took th 
aſe of being not Knighted, to ſerve fn 
being 2 of full age; 80 ane 
ving of . a Seal was not peculiar to this 
dey 7 Knighthood,but to ſuch only (of va 
condition ſoever) as were of full age: Ab 
ſoSir Peter dothnot in either of his 
new Books give you the Charter of tl 
Earl Richard and his Mother, but or 
tells you of it in general terms; for 
. canno 


* Note, 
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| (45) 
, if cannot but ſee that it is nota ſelling ot 
it giving away any Land of Inheritance; 
4 — r — to Mr. Seiden) 
— 4nd of that Hyde of Land 
{ which Droce de Andeleia had given to 
% Abington Churchz And Mr;Selden a lice - 
dee after in the next page ſays, though the 
| wrd/oip of the Body be ended ( in the caſe 
if of Knighting = tbe death of the. Tenant 
* 1 the Onder of Rnigbt - 
„be) yet tlie Landl continues io fte 
44) theLords, until the full age of the Heir, 
ai be had — 22 Order. What 
then is this to the Caſe of Hagb Cyveliok; 
who did paſs away — tho 
Biſhop of Cheſter, and his Succeſſors for 
erer? And without doubt the ſaid Land 
„va given immediately after the death 
H Earl Rendle, Father to the ſaid Hagbz 
for he dying Excommunicate, his friends 
in that age, would be very impatient un- 
til he was abſolved ; and it. cannot be 
{ imagined that Maxde did join with her 
ſon Hugh, becauſe he was under age 3 
4 for that he could not be,becauſe he here 
paſſed away Lands for ever, as alſo be- 
+4 caufe he was old enough to take Melye- 
14 *ith Caſtle in the year 1142 3 and if he 
was then but x2 years of age, he would 
| D 3 be 


(46) 
d inthe year 1153,'a 
Father Earl Randle dy 


1 g 


1 
— 


, asSir Petey i in his. 86 page 
ay but isa Member of Coventry,as 


129, ) as part of — — 
therenpen joined with her Son; o 
indeed it Fir had been a ſhame to} 
if her gon Hugh had ſuch a ter 
Infant as Sip Peter doth ſup ſc bim 
be, to make him part with thoſe | 
upon that occafion (if it could k 
been ſo done) and ſhe to part with 8 
ching at all. at 
But though I doubt not but what | 
here ſaid,will give full ſatitfaction to 
judicious perſons, yet I think fit to us 
quaint the Reader that I have a Pedig 
by me, of the Barons de avonte alto.c 
not long fince by Sir Peter himſelf, 
written all with his own hand, in wi 
bo 1 — ebene 
w a 
in the time af King Stenem) to! 


fye (beſides dither Sons who were 


SSS Ser — 1127 


gf 


de Maletot, Jobanne 
Priore de Trentham, Orm —— 


| Rogero Aanaabo da Hamb! 
Clerico Camitis qui « 28 
Now 


ol Bolcesford, G mwltis alu. 


u 775 as 1 — 10 Sr N 
Book wr cbs I: Antiquities; bann 


9080 page o this Book, whe 
wav} elder f 
Fs pt robe barg BY 


g # Witneſs t6 a Deed 
N ſaid Hwgb, it will 
e fMirily follow , if chi 
of OG Hugh as made 
Veetore e death of that Roberta 
Ate Wat: who was a Witneſs thereto; 
that the ſajd Earl Hagb was a great dei 
elder than hi Wife Bertredʒ for though 
the aid" Robert did live fomething lons 
ger chan Sir Peter doth take notice of} 
think ĩt cannot be proved that h 
living any confiderable time afte 
the ſaid 2115 aud I know no reaſoſ 
why we ſhould eonelude that Eſtus 
was hin immediately after be was 1 
bs mh to 7 —— — this 
"dyed: tly was 1 
Vuneſ to a Peer 3 nay, 1 —— 


TED. 39 — — e AY 


7525882 


thu will & 
ail ſome years before the ſaid Robert dyed; 


(49) 
2 — the aforeſaid Deed ts 
Bolimon,was certainly made 


36] eis, in the time of King Stephen ; for if 


it had been made when the Second 
was King Earl fing would not have 


fer ſaid r fuit tempore Henrici Regis, (as 


FX 
at he 
On 


doth) but he would have faid, 


a it tempore Henrici primi; or elſe 
Id — have uſed ſome other words to 
| diſtinguiſh King Meary the firſt from the 
then King, Now King Stephen dying in 
the year 1154. and Bertred being not 
born till the year 1157. it will from this 
Deed be very clear, that if Earl Hugh 


- SAM 
E — 


* 
N 


en 


had ſealed the ſaid Deed immediately 
before King Stephen dyed, yet Earl Hugh 
would be at the leaſt 24 years older 
than Ber#red his Wife. 

And whereas he pretends that he 
ſhews; (pag. 93.) that Earl Hugh could 
ntither be ſo ol I would now ſuppoſe 
bins, or yet ibat he wits born Anno 1142, 
Lanſwer thereto; that any man who can 
but coumt ao. ( viz. how long itisfrom 
the year 1109, to the year 1129. or from 
the year 1110. to the year 1130.) if he 
looks on my Defence of Amicia, pag. $1. 
and my Reply, pag. 61, 62. may find that 
DRA Hugh 


— 
But I doubt Sir Peter is no q 
— — be 
here, as alſo becaaſu ho laytin dis Hi 


— — _ 


Ari 14.9 thatke was i 
ene. r | 
whereas he is — 
yeats older, for as you may es in li 
Amtiquities, pag. 361. he 
born the third of Arab, 1613; and: 
Lady was baptiaed the 23 day of 
1620s. And Ibelieve:Sir Petr} will as 
knowledge he teckons his on birth 
not according to the Jalies, but accon 
ing ta the account of the Cl 
England, and if he ſhould: ſay other 
ways, he might har — L 
as you may int be 
— Ted bers 
Septewber 29, 16 daun 
Greet Budworth, Od. 12, — — 
dir Peter could not be bor thethi 


of Aare, 1613, accarding to the 
account 3: for then his bi a the 
beten hut a little above five months 4 


ta fia ban 
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O74) 
_ — 51; 1 
ave 
— 2070 — — Hiſtory written 
, — Cyve- 
had another Wife 
| — ſe he could be no 
le than 41 years of age when he mar- 
ned her, ( although we ſuppoſe that he 
| married her ſo ſoon as — 14 years 
| void) Sir Peter to avoid this ; doth 
aden vour all he can to ge Dr. 
Powell who did put out the g e, 
and writ Notes thereon; but —— 
ſo con ible a perſon as Sir Peter 
would make him, for Mr Wood in his 
Hiſtory and Antiquities of Oxford, lib, 2, 
pag- 319, doth call theſaid „Re- 
rum Antiquarum rimatorem indeſtrinns, 
_ Hiſtoriarum Britennicarum peritiſſi- 
aye ; and Sir Peter doth alſo very well 
know that it is not the Doctor, but Ca- 
radocns Llancaruam which I docitez heal- 
ſo will not ſuffer the ſaid Book to be read 
as it ' ſhould have been printed, but 
would have it read carding: a5 be dot 
z which liberty if he may takte, he 
Een gerd if he cannot _ 
contrary to 
on mind z Fool rendie, — 
ought 


r. 


E 


EEK 
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(52) N 
ought to-have been printed, but as it 
' miſprinted, and thinks he ſhewsja g 
deal of skill, in-proving that it cannot 
true as it is miſprinted, which every 
will confeſs as well as himſelf. And laf 
ly, although in his H:ftorical Antiquit 
in the Fifth Chapter, concerning thy 
Kings of Wales, and Princes of Wakes, 
which Chapter he did quote Ingulpha 
Orderict, .Cambden, Matthew Paris, 
others, and did tell you there im his 4 
e, that in cheſe Welſo matters, he di 
chiefly follow the Welſh Hiſtory put out 
Dr, Powell, 1584. yet now he will all 
diſparage the ſaid Hiſtory all that he 
can, 5 
But that he may ſeem to have ſom 
reaſon for what he ſays, he will cell you, 
that in that very place where Caradocm 
if of taking Auel yenitb, he alſo ſays 
that at that time King Steven took Gef: 
fry Mandevile Priſoner at St. Albong, 
whereas Mat: Paris ſub anno 1142. ſays 


it Was William Mandevile who was there 
taken, and therefore he-will not have 
Caradocus to be believed in other thingy 
but this which Sir Peter here ſays will 


of no force, firſt, becauſe though Aal: 
Parjs be a very good Author, yet 2 
* 
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| (53) 
* docis (if there was nothing elſe in the 
I Caſe.) ought to be believed before the 
ſaid Mat: Paris, becauſe the ſaid Carado- 
A cas was living when the ſaid Hugh did 
win Aelyenitb, and when the ſaid Ge 

"A de} ile was taken Priſoner,where- 
Mas the ſaid Aat: Paris lived a long time 
A afterwards, for he dyed in the year 
1259. which was 117 years after that 
dime; ſecondly, becauſe whatCarodocas 
' lays concerning the ſaid Geffrey in his 

197 page, is very true, whoſe words 
aretheſes | 


1 


T that time, (viz. 1 — King Ste- 

ven took Geffrey Mandevile Priſo- 
ner at St. Albon, where the Earl of Arun- 
del was like to be drowned by. default of 
bis Horſe 5 The Earl Mandevile gave to 
the King for his liberty, the Tower of Lon- 
don. with the Caſtles of Walden and 
Plaſſey, who afterward lived by ſpoil of 
bey, and was ſlain ina skirmiſh againſt 
the King. 


Nou that Caradocas doth not miſtake 
herein,will thus appear, If you look in 
Henry of Humington, (who lived in the 
time of the ſaid King Stephen) pag. 393. 
lige x5. you may thus read: Eodem 
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„ 10 
Odew anno cepit Rex Gaufridum i A 


8 wr 08 

421 5 ur 
Rex — ei Turri 
dnia & Caſlellum de Waledene i 
de Plaiſſeix, poſſeſſnonibas igitur 22 
conſul prodid ve invaſis Abb Rn 
fienſem & Monachis 1 tores tt 
miſit, & Eccleſiam Dei ſpeluncam fecit ls f 
frommm. ' * _ | 


- 
: * 


Alſo if you ſe the Hiſtory d 
de meer,, ( who lived i 
time of the ſaid King Steves, and who U 
Hiftory was continued for about 1 N 
years by Jobs Prior of Hagsiſted)) c 
273. line 8 may — — G 
fridus enim de Magnavilla eſedbis A 
— Monaſterio de Ramesbi þ br Viet 
Caſtri. 

Alſo Roger Hoveden (who lived i 
the times of King Heury 2. R. t. and King.. 
Jobs, in his Annals printed at Franfurk] dere 
1601, pag, 498. 1. 41. ) thus ſay:: 92 
0 Ann 


1 eee wvirins $ 
Duos namque qui monachis evulſis Eccleſi- 
Dei comverterant in Ceftella, ſpreftiter 
vanes fimilipens 3 Rober- 

tay wemgue Mormiun vir bellzedſur hoc in 


N Gaufridus wt © i Ectieſpa 
umeſienſi ſce/av idem paraverat. 
1 


+ | [Had «Tittle before in the hid page, 


bead tells how the ſaid Cefſtey was ta- 
ken priſoner at St. Albon, and delivered 
che Tower of London, and the Caſtlesof 
Mallinden and Plaſſeis to the then 


* Kin . S. - 
ol Alſo — — ye lived 


„ 


Kiog John ) 


in the times of A. 1. an 
this writes, lib. 1. cap. xi. 


Toden tempore Rex Stephanus cepit 
. Gaufridam de Maguavilla z curia 
I apud Sanctum Albanum: non quidem 
1 boveſte C ſecundum jar pro merito ej ur. 

4 & mety ſcilicet, quod expediret,quam quod 
„ deceret 


(369 
deceret plas attendens. Erat — F 
Gaufri Leg Andaciſſpene, b 
rum uiriam, mul ch Artium. præclana 
ilem Arcem Lundohienſem, c E 
aliis Aunitionihus non ignobilibay 4 
dvr. ene _ agate gain ſl 


» +: { ay mil 


7 


Lond 


e Geffrey did to he Mow 
ſtery of | Raweſey, . |: - 1 ]: 
1c 
Alſo Repb n fe Ny 
of Pauls in King - John's. time, * 
Abbrev: Chronic: col, . 508 line 32, thy 
—5 6, a 


114 2. a} 

Tephanus Rex Gaufridum de * E 

villa cepit in Curia ſua, qui ut liber 

retur, reddidit turrim — — & E 

ſtella ſua. cart 

1 lia 

Alſo Gervaſius a Benedictine Monk di. 

22 ( who lived in the time M u. 

King Jobs, col. 1 line 7. x ufer 
writes: M CX LUN 


(57) 


Ex Stephanus cepit Comitem Gaufri- 
N dum de Mandavilla in Curia ſua 
aud ſandt um Albanum, magis ex nectſſi- 
bl tate, quam ex honeſtate, Niſt enim hoc fe- 
11 ciſſet, ut a pluribus dicebatur, perfidia Co- 
aul 20itis regno privandus eſſet. Captus itaque 
wal Comes nulla potuit occaſtone liberari, niſi 
on] Caſtella reſignans Regie pareret volun- 
don #ati, Reddidit ergo Twrrim Londoniæ 
Io} & caſtellum de Waldene & illud. de Pleſ- 
pas] ſic & liberatus oft, Comes igitur muniti- 
1+] onibus carens, & a Militari crudelitate ſe 

| cobibere non valens; invaſit abbatiam de 

Rameſeia, & de Eccleſia Dei non Mi 
b Juſtitiam, ſpeluncam fecit Latronum, 


Alſo John Brompton col. 1033. I. I. 


Tode anno Comes Galfridus de Man- 
* E davilla a Rege captus pro reſtitutio- 

ne turris Londonienſis & Caſtelli de 
Walde poſtea liberatur, qui poſſeſſionibus 
carens, cum adhuc magnam haberet fami- 
liam confeſtim abbathiam Sancti Benedi- 

di de Rameſeye invaſit & Monachis ex- 
e ¶ pulſes raptores immiſit, & ſandtum Mona- 
fterium ſpeluncam fecis latronum. 


E Bur 


(58) T 
But I ſhall, after all this, ſhew ya. 


what Mat: Paris himſelf ſays in that B © 
dition put out by Dr. Wats, pag, 7 4 
which is the ſame place which Sir Pete 75 
doth cite, whoſe words are theſe: 0 


E tempore Rex Stephanus et = 
— Willielmum de Mandevilla apxf 

Sanctum Albanum unde reddidit Re b. 
Turrim Londoniarum cum Caſtelli be 
Waldete & de Pleſſizʒ antequam a vim * 
lis ſolveretur. Qui carews poſſeſſiomis X 
paternis , invaſit abbatiam Rameffienſe by 


atque Herichis expulſis raptores immriſh, | 


But on the other ſide of the Leaf vis Le 
pag 80. J. 17. in the year 1143. het. ing 


0 ſhc 
E“ anno Robertus Marmimi u » 
bellicoſus qui Monachos Coventren ** 


fes 4 ſuo Monaſterio expulerat, & de Rot 
fa ill Caſtellum fecerat , dum contra 
ſtes decertaret , inter predones ſuos, 4 
ipſum Monaſterinm, ſolus peremptas eſt, @ be 
excommunicatus morte depaſcitur ſem! 
„Note. na. Eodem vero tempore} fan 
* Caufridus Conſul de Mandan alſ 
la qui idem ſcelus patraderat in Mondft 


y 

b 
4 
5 


* — 
2 2 


an inter Conſortes ſurum acies, 4 


JN 
-Y 
»4 
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(399 
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rio * Rameſienſi ante ipſam Eccleſi- ,_ 


pedite quodam viliſimo ſolus ſagitta per- 


, occubuit iuterfects, &c. So that 


the Reader may plainly ſee, how deceit- 
fully Sir Peter doth here deal; for find- 
ing him in Mat: Paris called William de 


4 Maridevile on one fide of the Leaf, 


{ (through either the ſlip of Mat: Paris's 


Pen, or the Printer's negligence ) he ac- 


i quaints the Reader with that, but never 


tells him how he is on the other fide of 
the Leaf called Geffrey de Mandevile. And 
that this was purpoſely done, may eafi- 
ly appear, becauſe if Mat: Paris had cal- 
led him William on both fides of the 
Leaf, yet Caradocu, who was then liy- 
ing, having called him Geffrey, Sir Peter 
ſhould have conſulted other Authors, to 
have ſeen which of them two had been 
in the right; but theſe ancient Authors 
being againſt him, it was a good way to 
let them alone. 

[ſhall therefore leave it to the Reader 
to judge, whether Caradocis Llancaruan 
be not to be believed concerning Hugh 


Cyveliok's taking of Nelyenith, being the 


ſame was taken when he was living; as 
alſo whether it doth not certainly ap- 
E 2 pear 


(60) 
r by that proof, that Hugh cyveli 
— at * leal 41 years old when þ 8 
married Bertred, and by conſequence hit 
all probability imaginable had a far he 
mer Wife, for which reaſon, (if the of Bo 
ther proofs were laid aſide) thereisny Cr 
juſt cauſe to ſuſpect Amicia to be illegy #h 
timate, and with this I will coheludet 
Anþper to his former Book. | 
n the Latin Epiſtle to the Judge 
(which I ſuppoſe to be Sir Peter's,though 
he doth not vouchſafe to ſet his nam 
thereto ) he ſaid I was the firſt Inſtigeſ cet 
tor of this Controverſie 3 but whethg] ve! 
that be ſo or not, let the Reader judge] ble 
by what I have ſaid in my Epiſtle befor tai 

my Defence of Amicia,and in the ſeodnl 
and third pages of my Reply, Allo in} by 
the ſame Epiſtle, when he doth appeal} ! 
to the Judges, he doth not put the que} Re 
ſtion, Whether the Law was different inſ fer 
the time of Glanvil in this point of fra} if 
marriage from what it is now? Bur bel he 
propoſeth this Queſtion, Whether or nal ſtr: 
in the time of Glanvil, by our ancient] lea 
Law, it was lawful for àny Man to give} mo 

Land in free marriage with his Ballard 
Daughter,although the Law being now} me 
changed, the Law doth not at this day} or 
permit 


ig 

leg Whether the Croſs wan gro 
For if the + 
' 7 changed in this particular point 


(6) 


rmit a Gift in frank marriage with a 


Baſtard Daughter? By which he proves 


himſelf to be very like the Gentleman 


be of in the 14 pages of both his 
Books, who would ng 1 


pute about a 
Croſs, and the queſtion muit be —————= 
7 or m0 Croſs ? 
early and cer- 


frank marriage, from what it was in 


ugll the days of Glanvil (as he in his Que- 


ſtion abſolutely ſays it is) it is then as 


certain, that Lands might have been gi- 


ven in free marriage to thoſe not of the 


blood in the time of Glanvil, as it is cer- 
tain, that a Croſs is a Croſs 3 (but this 
Point muſt be otherwayes proved than 
by ſuch a frivolous queſtion as this is.) 
He alſo in the ſame Epiſtle,tells thoſe 
Reverend Judges, how highly he pre- 
fers Divinity before other Studies; but 


t if he had been ſo converſant therein, as 


he would have them to believe, it ſeems 
ſtrange to me, that he hath nor better 
learnt his duty to his deceaſed Grand- 
mother; for we are bound to honour 
all our Parents, whether mediate or im- 
mediate ; and whether they be living, 
or dead: And I believe he will not find 
| E 3 any 


(62) 
any Precedent in Scripture, where 
one did diyulge the ſhame of any pe 
ſon, out of whoſeloyns he did del er 
except that of wicked Ham, which pa 
tern is in ſome reſpects exceeded by 
Peter ; for Ham did really find his 4 
ther naked: and when the other Sog 
of Noah had caſe their Father wi 
a Garment, he did not offer to reveal h 
Fathers nakedneſs again and again. 

As for his ſecond Book, which he d 
rects to all the Judges of England, it 
falls out, that there is nothing therei 
but what is in his former Books, and 
already anſwer d; though if there had 

I ſhould not have preſumed to have g 
yen any Anſwer thereto 3 becauſe thol 
learned perſons know well enougl 
what the Law was, and is in all partici 
lars, and cannot receive any information 
therein, either from Sir Peter, or me, 
or be deceived by his miſrecitals jn hy 

ſaid Books; However, l cannot but ob 

ſerve how ſlightly he ſpeaks of the Lord 

Coke in his 48 page, and alſo how he 

hath ſuch light expreſſions in his Book 

directed to the "us hay asI believe wer 

never uſed before by any perſon of dil 

cretion, to ſuch Reverend and Learned 

Men. No wonder therefore, if he ſpes 

| courlſely 


(63) 
N courſely of me, and tell me of ſo many 

[Impertinencies 3 but whether I be guilty 

of them, or of thoſe untruths, or of that 
J opprobrious language, which he doth 
1 charge me with, let the indifferent Rea- 
der be Judge. And whereas it doth ap- 
A pear, that he is reſolved to have the laſt 
word, although he have nothing new to 
ſayz and that his Writing again be con- 
, trary both to his duty to his deceaſed, 

„ Grandmother , and to his promiſe in 
Print: I do therefore declare, If what 
Sir Peter writes hereafter be no more to 
the purpoſe, than that is which he hath 
ſaid in his two ( laſt) Books, that I 
will not appear in Print againſt him any 

more, but will chooſe to vindicate my 
v1 Grandmother and my ſelf by word of 
71 mouth, whenſoeverl ſhall have any op- 
ton portunity ſo to do; only let me now ac- 
= 2 the judicious Reader, that ſome 
but other Judges have declared their opi- 
nion concerning the Legitimacy of Ami- 
cia, beſides thoſe three who formerly 
did ſo, and who were ſpoken of by Sir 
Peter, in the 49 page of the latter of his 

Books. 


Jaddeley, Febr. 15. T. M. , 


16753. 


FINIS. 


